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REMARKS 

Based on the above amendment and the following remarks, applicants respectfully submit 
that all the pending claims are in condition for allowance. 
St atus of the Claims 

Claims 1-27 were pending. Claims 3, 19-20 and 23 have been canceled. Claims 1, 4, 8, and 
21 have been amended. Claims 28-33 have been added Claims 1-2, 4-18, 21-22, and 24-33 are 
therefore pending. 
R ejections under 35 USC § 103 

Claims 1-3, 6-10, 12-16, 19-23, 26-27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,859,920 (Bourgeois), U.S. Patent No. 6,646,397 (Discenzo) 
aod U.S. Patent No. 6,534,936 (Messenger). Claims 3, 19-20 and 23 have been canceled. 
^3plicants respectfiilly traverse this rejection insofar as it applies to the pending claims. The cited 
art fails to teach or suggest dl the claim limitations as is required for a rejection of this type. 
C laims 1-2, 6-7, 21-22 and 24-27 

For example, amended independent claim 1 recites in part "the SOI ASIC is configured to 
... perform directional zero crossing detection, and ... [determine] the commutational sequence 
based on those zero crossings tfiat only occur in anticipated directions". The examiner cites no 
tejiching or suggestion of directional zero-crossing detection, i.e., a detection scheme in which the 
zero crossing direction is considered when deciding whether or not to update the commutational 
sequence. Moreover, the cited art feils to provide any such teaching or suggestion. Bourgeois relies 
on a timer-based start up sequence, and thereby avoids considering the possibility of rotation in the 
wiong direction. Discenzo provides little discussion of any motor control signals, focusing instead 
on integrated diagnostics for the controU^ itself 

Messenger shows a cogless spin-up method for a disk drive in Figs. 5A-5C. Messenger 
relies on BEMF polarity signals to constmct state variables having 3 -bit representations. (See 
Tables n and m, col. 13, line 29 through col. 14, hne 51), Because there are only six commutation 
sta.tes, two of these 3 -bit representations are invalid. Messenger performs a validity cdieck in box 
316 of Fig. 5 A before performing a table look-up using the state variable as an index. As 
Messenger later tests for both a forward and a reverse transition in blocks 322 and 326, this validity 
check is clearly not looking for zero crossings in only one direction. Quite to the contrary, 
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Messenger provides for commutation operations based on transitions in both diiections. (See Figs. 
5B and 5C.) 

Accordingly, applicants maintain that the above-quoted limitation is not taught or 
suggested by the cited art, and that independent claim I and its dependent claims 2 and 6-7 are 
allowable over the cited art for at least this reason. As amended, independent claim 21 recites a 
similar limitation. Accordingly, applicants maintain that independent claun 21 and its dependent 
claims 22 and 24-27 are allowable for at least the same reason. 

D^endent claim 6 further recites "tiie SOI ASIC includes one or more limit inputs 
configured to halt advancement of the commutational sequence in a predeteimined direction". The 
e»:aminer cites, and applicants can find, no teaching or suggestion of diis limitation in the cited art. 
Applicants submit that dep^ent claim 6 (and dependrat claim 26, which recites a similar 
limitation) is allowable over the cited art for at least this reason. 
C laims 8-12 

Amended independent claim 8 recites in part "a clocked digital circuit configured to ... 
determine a commutational sequence . . . based at least in part on zero crossings, but only those 
zero crossings having the expected directions'*. As argued previously, the cited art fails to teach or 
suggest screening those zero crossings that occur in the wrong direction. For at least this reason, 
^plicants maintain that independent claim 8 and its dependent claims 9-12 are allowable over the 
dted art. 
Cl aims 13-18 

Independent claim 13 recites in part "measuring intervals between transitions of the 
polarity signals in predicted directions". For the same reasons as given above, the cited art fails to 
tejich or suggest limiting transitions to those in a predicted direction when performing 
conunutation control. For at least this reason, applicants maintsun that independent claim 13 and its 
dependent claims 14-1 8 are allowable over the cited art. 
Cl aims 28 and 31-33 

Claims 28 and 31-33 have been added. These claims depend from respective independent 
claims that are allowable over the cited art for at least the reasons given above. Apphcants submit 
thi'it these added dependent claims are allowable for at least the same reason. 
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A llowable Subject Matter 

Claims 4-5, 11, 17-18 and 24-25 were objected to as being dependent on a rejected base 
claim. Applicants have amended claim 4 into independent form, placing claims 4 and 5 (and newly 
added claim 28) in condition for allowance. Newly added dependrat claims 29-30 depend fix>m 
claim 4 and are allowable for at least the same reason. Applicants have deferred fiirther amendment 
pcsnding the prosecution outcome on the rejected claims. 



In the course of the foregoing discussions. Applicant may have at times referred to claim 
limitations in shordiand fashion, or may have focused on a particular claim element. This 
discussion should not be interpreted to mean ttiat the other limitations can be ignored or dismissed. 
Tlie claims must be viewed as a whole, and each limitation of the claims must be considered wh^ 
detemiining the patentability of the claims. Moreover, it should be miderstood that there may be 
other distinctions between the claims and the cited art which have yet to be raised, but which may 
be raised in the future. 

If any fees or time extensions are inadvertently omitted or if any fees have been overpaid, 
please appropriately charge or credit those fees to Conley Rose, P.C. PTO Deposit Account No. 
03-2769 (1391-30100) and enter any time extension(s) necessary to prevent this case Scow, being 
attandoned. 



Condnsion 




Daniel J. i&loeger / 
PTO Reg. No. 42^1 
Conley Rose, P.O: 
P.O. Box 3267/ 
Houston, TX 77253-3267 
(713) 238-8000 (Phone) 
(713) 238-8008 (Fax) 
AGENT FOR APPLICANT 



i3<i67».o«/u9i.3oi(» Page 10 of 10 

PAGE 14/14 * RCVD AT KUS2004 4:42:44 PM pEastem DayligM Tbne] ■ SVR:U8PTO-EFXRF-1/2 * DNIS:8729308 * CSID:7132388008 * DURATION (inin-SS):0»<)2 



